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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Request for Reconsideration 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed on 7/9/09 with respect to currently rejected claims 1-39 have 
been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

2. Claims 1, 3-16, 18-24, 26-32, 34-39 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hui in view of Hurst and further in view of Werner et al, (hereinafter referred 
to as "Werner"), as was set forth in the Office Action of 5/12/09. 

3. The Applicant presents two arguments contending the Examiner's rejections of claims 1, 
3-16, 18-24, 26-32, 34-39 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hui in view of 
Hurst and further in view of Werner et al., (hereinafter referred to as "Werner"), as was set forth 
in the Office Action of 5/12/09. However, as discussed in the Interview Summary of 7/14/09, 
and after further consideration the presented arguments for the Examiner's benefit, the Examiner 
must respectfully disagree, and maintain the grounds of rejection for the reasons that follow. 

After referencing the previous conducted telephone interview (Request for 
Reconsideration of 7/9/09: page 20, lines 4-9), summarizing the salient features of claim 1 
(Request of Reconsideration of 7/9/09: page 20, lines 10-24), reviewing the currently pending 
rejection as based on the combination of references (Request for Reconsideration of 7/9/09: page 
20, lines 25-26; page 21, lines 1-3), and providing Applicant interpretation of the applied tertiary 
reference (Request for Reconsideration of 7/9/09: page 2 1 , lines 3-8), and the explanation of the 
applied sections of Werner (Request for Reconsideration of 7/9/09: page 21, lines 9-15), the 
Applicant's argue that the manipulation of the X parameter fails to address the ". . .determining a 
quant with which to encode the frame, the quant being a function of at least the buffer's fullness, 



Application/Control Number: 10/811 ,427 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2621 

a base quant envelope and a base quant envelope control associated with the frame, wherein the 
base quant envelope and the base quant envelope control are based on the type of the frame, and 
the fluctuation of the base quant envelope is controlled by the base quant envelope control. . ." 
limitation as specified (Request for Reconsideration of 7/9/09: page 21, lines 16-21; pages 22, 
lines 1-2). The Examiner respectfully disagrees. As discussed in the interview summary, the 
Examiner notes that the limitation of a "base quant envelope" to mean a finite set of quantization 
step sizes which is less than the full range of available values (i.e. an envelope of values), and 
with this interpretation, the Examiner pointed out that Werner's X parameter is used to generate a 
"truncated" set of quantization values, and this truncated set of quant values, reads upon the 
limitation. It is noted that since the X parameter is directly responsible for generating a 
quantization value (Werner: column 4, lines 15-25) and the two are clearly defined by the 
reference as being interrelated (Werner: column 4, lines 60-65). It is further noted that since 
quantization interval (i.e the quantization envelope) is transmitted (Werner: column 4, lines 40- 
45; column 5, lines 9-35), the Examiner asserts that a base quantization envelope and base 
quantization envelope control is used to determining the X parameter. Werner readily makes 
manifest that the range of amplitudes of DCT coefficient values are for mapping purposes of the 
X parameter, which is then used to generate the appropriate quant value (Werner: column 4, lines 
25-65; column 5, lines 1-35). Accordingly, the Examiner maintains that the limitation is firmly 
met. 

Lastly, the Applicants argue that Werner fails to address a quantization according to a 
frame type, as required by the claims (Request for Reconsideration of 07/09/.09: page 22, lines 
3-10). The Examiner flatly disagrees. The citation is not directed towards a promising goal of 
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future work, but rather clearly suggests adapting the disclosed intra frame quantization for both P 
and B (Werner: column 14, lines 45-50). The Examiner notes that since the transcoder is based 
on a TM5 type (Werner: column 4, lines 1-10) coding application (Werner: column 14, lines 29- 
37; column 12, lines 35-60), it would be obvious for one of ordinary skill to use that teaching to 
adapt the quantizing transcoder for predictive frame mode processing. It is further noted that 
Werner itself strongly discloses that such a step for adapting is well within the purview of one of 
ordinary skill in the art, and is plainly not something that one of ordinary skill would labor over, 
but rather, it the view of the reference, is a mundane consideration (Werner: column 7, lines 10- 
20). Furthermore, the Examiner would further note that even if Werner failed to adequately, 
contemplate quantization according to a frame mode in a manner that reads on the claims, the 
Examiner asserts that both Hui and Hurst address this conceptually (Hui: column 9, lines 55-67; 
column 10, lines 1-43; Hurst: column 7, lines 5-20). In response to applicant's arguments against 
the references individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references 
individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 
F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 
(Fed. Cir. 1986). Were Werner shown to be deficient in this feature, the Examiner notes that 
such a deficiency would be addressed by Werner's combination with the primary and secondary 
references, which as discussed above would also address the feature. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

4. Claims 2, 17, 25, and 33 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim 1,16, 24, and 32, respectively. 

Dependent claims 2, 17, 25, 33 further recite in conjunction a method for robust single- 
pass variable bit rate encoding of a video sequence, ". . .allocating a segment of the buffer for 
keeping track of over/underused bits for I frames, a segment for keeping track of over/underused 
bits for P frames and a segment for keeping track of over/underused bits for B frames; 
initializing each segment of the buffer to a default initial fullness; determining a number of I 
frames per GOP, a number of P frames per GOP and a number of B frames per GOP, based on a 
nominal GOP pattern; for each frame of the video sequence, determining the quant with which to 
encode that frame as a function of at least the fullness of the segment of the buffer for that frame 
type, a base quant envelope and a base quant envelope control associated with that frame type; 
and for each GOP of the video sequence, performing the following steps: before encoding any 
frame of that GOP, calculating a GOP bit target for that GOP, the GOP bit target being a 
function of at least the number of I frames, P frames and B frames per GOP, the target bit rate for 
the video sequence and any bits carried over from a last encoded GOP; after encoding each 
frame of that GOP, calculating over/underused bits by subtracting allocated bits from actual used 
bits, adding any over/underused bits to an appropriate buffer segment to an extent to which the 
appropriate buffer segment is not over/underflowed and storing any over/underflow bits in a 
counter; and after encoding all frames of that GOP, redistributing over/underused bits between 
the segments of the buffer as a function of at least a total number of over/underused bits in the 
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buffer and the number of I frames, P frames and B frames per GOP and storing an indication of a 
number of over/underused bits with respect to the allocated target bits for that GOP to carry over 
to the next GOP. . ." which are features that are not anticipated nor obvious over the art of record. 
Accordingly, if finally rejected claims 1,3-16, 18-24, 26-32, and 34-39 are canceled, and if 
claims 2, 17, 25, and 33 are amended as indicated above, the application would be placed in 
condition for allowance. 

Conclusion 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andy S. Rao whose telephone number is (571)-272-7337. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8 hours. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mehrdad Dastouri can be reached on (571)-272-741 8. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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asr 

/Andy S. Rao/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2621 
October 21, 2009 



Andy S. Rao 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2621 



